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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

This communication is responsive to the appeal brief filed 12/14/2009. 

Claims 1-14, 17, 18, 20, 21, and 23-26 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 
1 1 , and 1 8 are independent claims. This action is made Non-Final. 

In view of the Appeal Brief filed on 12/14/2009, PROSECUTION IS HEREBY 
REOPENED. New grounds of rejection are set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1 ) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non-final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41 .31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth 
in 37 CFR 41 .20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant 
must pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 

signing below: 

/DENNIS-DOON CHOW/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2174. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-5, 7-10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17-18, 20-21 , 24-25 and 26 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maffezzoni et al. (6532535) in view of 
HD_Speed (SteelBytes.com) further in view of Erik Riedel, Active Disks-Remote 
Execution for NASD (Riedel). 

Re claim 1, Maffezzoni et al. discloses an automated storage system comprising: 
a data access drive (hard drive or a removable drive, see column 3 lines 45-47 
according to the numbering in the middle for example) operable to read and write 
computer-readable data on storage media (primary and secondary storage device, see 
abstract for example); a drive controller (controller see column 17 lines 1-2 for example) 
provided at the data access drive; computer-readable program code (intelligent Genesis 
backup protection system with SpareTire for example, see figures 6B and 14, column 
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41 lines 60-64) provided in computer-readable storage (see column 14 lines 37-41 for 
example), the computer-readable program code for generating drive information and 
user interface rendering data (see figure 6B for example); and a user interface module 
(see figure 6B, column 41 lines 60-64 using SpareTire for example) to output the drive 
information via a user interface in accordance with the user interface rendering data 
(see figure 6B for example). 

Maffezzoni does not specifically providing computer-readable program code at 
the data access drive which provides drive information that comprises a status of the 
data access drive and an operating speed of the data access drive. HD_Speed teaches 
a GUI application that a user can install on a drive which will display drive information 
that comprises a status of the data access drive and an operating speed of the data 
access drive (See Page 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the 
time of the invention to modify Maffezzoni with the teachings of HD_Speed and include 
drive information that comprises a status of the data access drive and an operating 
speed of the data access drive with the motivation to provide the user with better 
benchmark of their computer's capabilities and to help the user diagnose potential 
problems with a disk drive. 

Maffezzoni-HD_Speed does not specifically teach that the computer-readable 
program code is executable by the drive controller. Riedel teaches that computer- 
readable program code can be executable by the drive controller. (See Pages 1 and 2) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to modify Maffezzoni-HD_Speed with the teachings of Riedel and include the ability to 
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execute code right on the dive controller with the motivation to improve application 
performance (See Riedel Pages 1-5). 

Re claim 2, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a system, wherein the computer-readable 
program code includes a render engine (SpareTire for example) to generate the user 
interface rendering data (see figure 5A and 6B for example). 

Re claim 3, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a system, wherein the computer-readable 
program code includes a state machine (Footprint for example) to retrieve the drive 
information. 

Re claim 4, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method as set forth in claim 1 above. 
Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose wherein the drive controller retrieves 
updated drive information if a data access drive changes state. It would have been an 
obvious matter to update displayed drive information, when the drive state changes, 
since such a modification would have involved the mere application of a known 
technique to a piece of prior art. Where a claimed improvement on a device or 
apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or 
the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
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challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the 
applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of the above 
elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim 
is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than the 
predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions resulting in 
the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Re claim 5, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a system, further comprising a 
communication path (inherent, see figure 5A using Footprint for example) established 
between the drive controller and the user interface module, the drive information and 
the user interface rendering data provided to the user interface module via the 
communication path (provided via Footprint and SpareTire for example). 

Re claim 7, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method as set forth in claim 1 above. 
Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose a communication path established between 
the drive controller and a system controller and between the system controller and the 
user interface module, the drive information and the user interface rendering data 
provided to the user interface module via the communication path. It would have been 
an obvious matter to establish a communication path between the drive controller and a 
system controller and between the system controller and the user interface module, the 
drive information and the user interface rendering data provided to the user interface 
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module via the communication path, since such a modification would have involved the 
mere application of a known techniques such as establishing communication paths to a 
piece of prior art and also since establishing of communication paths would be 
necessary for the systems to function together. Where a claimed improvement on a 
device or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for 
another or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the 
applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of the above 
elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim 
is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than the 
predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions resulting in 
the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 
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Re claim 8, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a system, wherein the drive information 
and the user interface rendering data is displayed in a graphical user interface (see 
figure 6B for example). 

Re claim 9, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method as set forth in claim 1 above. 
Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose wherein the drive controller retrieves 
updated drive information based at least in part on input from the user interface module. 
It would have been an obvious matter to have wherein the drive controller retrieves 
updated drive information based at least in part on input from the user interface module, 
since such a modification would have involved the mere application of a known 
techniques such as updating information to a piece of prior art and also since 
Maffezzoni et al. teaches of user selection (see column 41 line 65 for example). Where 
a claimed improvement on a device or apparatus is no more than "the simple 
substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a known 
technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing 
KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly 
Applicant claims a combination that only unites old elements with no change in the 
respective functions of those old elements, and the combination of those elements 
yields predictable results; absent evidence that the modifications necessary to effect the 
combination of elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the 
art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 
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Accordingly, since the applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the 
combination of the above elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary 
skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is 
no more than the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established 
functions resulting in the simple substitution of one known element for another or the 
mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Re claim 10, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method as set forth in claim 1 above. 
Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose wherein the drive controller receives control 
instructions from the user interface module. It would have been an obvious matter to 
have wherein the drive controller receives control instructions from the user interface 
module, since such a interaction would have been obvious in order to relay the 
instruction for execution (see column 41 lines 60-65 for example). Where a claimed 
improvement on a device or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one 
known element for another or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of 
prior art ready for improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex 
Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 
S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a 
combination that only unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of 
those old elements, and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; 
absent evidence that the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements 
is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is 
unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 
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1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, 
since the applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of 
the above elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, 
the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than 
the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions 
resulting in the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere 
application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Re claim 1 1 , Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method comprising: receiving drive 
information and graphical user interface rendering data (see figure 6B for example); 

outputting the drive information in a graphical user interface in accordance with 
the graphical user interface rendering data (see abstract and figure 6B for example). 

Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose receiving an indication of activation 
of a button in the graphical user interface, wherein activation of the button is a request 
for the drive information, and wherein receiving the drive information and graphical user 
interface rendering data is in response to the indication of activation of the button. 
Maffezzoni et al. teaches of receiving an indication of activation of a link in the graphical 
user interface (user is provided with more information, see column 42 lines 1-3 for 
example), wherein activation of the link is a request for the drive information, and 
wherein receiving the drive information and graphical user interface rendering data is in 
response to the indication of activation of the link (see column 41 lines 64-column 42 
line 3 for example). It would have been an obvious matter to have a button be provided 
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as a link, since such a modification would have been obvious. Where a claimed 
improvement on a device or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one 
known element for another or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of 
prior art ready for improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex 
Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 
S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a 
combination that only unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of 
those old elements, and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; 
absent evidence that the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements 
is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is 
unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 
1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, 
since the applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of 
the above elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, 
the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than 
the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions 
resulting in the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere 
application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Maffezzoni does not specifically providing drive information that comprises a 
status of the data access drive and an operating speed of the data access drive. 
HD_Speed teaches a GUI application that a user can install on a drive which will display 
drive information that comprises a status of the data access drive and an operating 
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speed of the data access drive (See Page 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill at the time of the invention to modify Maffezzoni with the teachings of 
HD_Speed and include drive information that comprises a status of the data access 
drive and an operating speed of the data access drive with the motivation to provide the 
user with better benchmark of their computer's capabilities and to help the user 
diagnose potential problems with a disk drive. 

Maffezzoni and HD_Speed do not specifically teach that the generating is done 
by a drive controller at a data access drive of a storage system. Maffezzoni and 
HD_Speed both teach that the information is generated by a computer, but not 
specifically a drive controller at a data access drive of a storage system. Riedel teaches 
that drive controllers at a data access drive of a storage system are now able to process 
information and generate information without the need of a separate processor. (See 
Pages 1 and 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to modify Maffezzoni and HD_Speed with the teachings of Riedel and 
allow for the active disk to generate the necessary data with the motivation to provide 
users with faster performance (See Riedel pages 1-5). 

Re claim 12, Maffezzoni et al. substantially discloses a method as set forth in 
claim 1 1 above. Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose wherein receiving the 
drive information and the graphical user interface rendering data is via a system 
controller. It would have been an obvious matter to have wherein receiving the drive 
information and the graphical user interface rendering data is via a system controller, 
since such a interaction would have been obvious in order to relay the instruction for 



Application/Control Number: 10/723,037 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2174 

execution (see column 41 lines 60-65 for example). Where a claimed improvement on 
a device or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for 
another or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the 
applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of the above 
elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim 
is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than the 
predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions resulting in 
the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Re claim 13, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method of claim 11 wherein receiving 
the graphical user interface rendering data comprises receiving the graphical user 
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interface rendering data from a render engine executed by the drive controller at the 
data access drive (See Riedel Pages 1 and 2). 

Re claim 14, note that Maffezzoni et al. discloses a method, wherein outputting 
the drive information comprises displaying the drive information in the graphical user 
interface in accordance with the graphical user interface rendering data (see figure 6B 
and columns 41 lines 60-65 for example). 

Re claim 17, Maffezzoni et al. substantially discloses a method as set forth in 
claim 1 1 above. Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose receiving a second 
indication of activation of the button in the graphical user interface; and 

outputting updated drive information in the graphical user interface in response to 
receiving the second indication. Maffezzoni et al. teaches of receiving a second 
indication of activation of the link in the graphical user interface; and 

outputting updated drive information in the graphical user interface in response to 
receiving the second indication (see column 41 lines 64-column 42 line 3, first link can 
be "Attempt Repair" and second link can be "Details of System Failure" for example). It 
would have been an obvious matter to have a button be provided as a link, since such a 
modification would have been obvious. Where a claimed improvement on a device or 
apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or 
the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
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USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the 
applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of the above 
elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim 
is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than the 
predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions resulting in 
the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Re claim 18, Maffezzoni et al. discloses, In an automated storage system having 
a graphical user interface including a display and a graphical user interface selection 
device, a method of providing and selecting from the display comprising: 

Receiving activation of a link in the graphical user interface, wherein activation of 
the link is a request for drive information of a data access device in the automated 
storage system (see figure 6B and columns 41 lines 64 to column 42 line 3 for 
example); and displaying the drive information in an application window in the graphical 
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user interface in accordance with the graphical user interface rendering data (see figure 
6B). 

Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose a button providing activation to the 
link; and sending an indication regarding the activation of the link to a drive controller at 
the data access drive (abstract and via bus to the controller for example); and 

Responsive to the indication regarding the activation of the button, receiving 
drive information and graphical user interface rendering data from the drive controller. 

It would have been an obvious matter to have a button be provided as a link, 
since such a modification would have been obvious. And it would also have been 
obvious to send indication regarding the activation of the link to a drive controller, in 
order to execute the selection. Where a claimed improvement on a device or apparatus 
is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere 
application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement," the 
claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d 1509, 
1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 
1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only unites old elements 
with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, and the combination 
of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that the modifications 
necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for 
one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. 
at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the applicants] have submitted no 
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persuasive evidence that the combination of the above elements is uniquely challenging 
or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 
35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) because it is no more than the predictable use of prior art elements 
according to their established functions resulting in the simple substitution of one known 
element for another or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art 
ready for improvement. 

Maffezzoni does not specifically providing computer-readable program code at 
the data access drive which provides drive information that comprises a status of the 
data access drive and an operating speed of the data access drive. HD_Speed teaches 
a GUI application that a user can install on a drive which will display drive information 
that comprises a status of the data access drive and an operating speed of the data 
access drive (See Page 1 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the 
time of the invention to modify Maffezzoni with the teachings of HD_Speed and include 
drive information that comprises a status of the data access drive and an operating 
speed of the data access drive with the motivation to provide the user with better 
benchmark of their computer's capabilities and to help the user diagnose potential 
problems with a disk drive. 

Re claim 20, Maffezzoni et al. substantially discloses a method, further 
comprising: Receiving updated drive information that represents a state change of the 
data access drive, and corresponding updated graphical user interface rendering data 
and 
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displaying the updated drive information in the application window in accordance 
with the updated graphical user interface rendering data (see figure 6B and columns 41 
lines 64-column 42 line 3 for example). 

Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose receiving a second activation of the 

button; 

Sending a second indication regarding the second activation of the button to the 
drive controller; and receiving updated information from the drive controller. Maffezzoni 
et al. teaches of receiving a second indication of activation of the link (see column 41 
lines 64-column 42 line 3, first link can be "Attempt Repair" and second link can be 
"Details of System Failure" for example). It would have been an obvious matter to have 
a button be provided as a link, since such a modification would have been obvious. And 
it would also have been obvious to receiving information on drive updates from a drive 
controller, in order to execute the selection. Where a claimed improvement on a device 
or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another 
or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
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obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the 
applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of the above 
elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim 
is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than the 
predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions resulting in 
the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Re claim 21 , Maffezzoni et al. discloses wherein the user interface rendering 
data enables drawing of a graphical image in the user interface see figure 6B for 
example). 

Re claim 24, Maffezzoni et al. discloses a system wherein the user interface 
comprises a graphical user interface, wherein the user interface rendering data 
comprises a graphical user interface rendering data, and wherein the user interface 
module displays the drive information in a window of the graphical user interface in 
accordance with the graphical user interface data (see figure 6B for example). 

Re claim 25, Maffezzoni et al. substantially discloses a method as set forth in 
claim 1 1 above. Maffezzoni et al. does not explicitly disclose sending output regarding 
activation of the button to the drive controller, wherein the drive information and 
graphical user interface rendering data is generated by the drive controller in response 
to the output. Maffezzoni et al. teaches of sending output regarding activation of the 
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link, wherein the drive information and graphical user interface rendering data is 
generated in response to the output (see figure 6B and column 41 lines 64-column 42 
line 3 for example). It would have been an obvious matter to have a button be provided 
as a link, since such a modification would have been obvious. And it would also have 
been obvious to receiving and sending information on drive updates from a drive 
controller, in order to execute the selection and display updated information. Where a 
claimed improvement on a device or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution 
of one known element for another or the mere application of a known technique to a 
piece of prior art ready for improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. 
Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant 
claims a combination that only unites old elements with no change in the respective 
functions of those old elements, and the combination of those elements yields 
predictable results; absent evidence that the modifications necessary to effect the 
combination of elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the 
art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. 
Accordingly, since the applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the 
combination of the above elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary 
skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is 
no more than the predictable use of prior art elements according to their established 
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functions resulting in the simple substitution of one known element for another or the 
mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Claim 26 is similar in scope to claim 13; therefore, it is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel in view of Matsumoto et al. (20020124124). 

Re claim 6, Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel discloses a method as set forth in 
claim 5 above. Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel does not explicitly disclose wherein the 
communication path is established separate from a data path with the drive controller. 
However, Matsumoto et al. teaches of wherein the communication path is established 
separate from a data path with the drive controller (plurality of ports, see abstract). It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to use the system of Matsumoto et al. having separate communication path 
or plurality of ports with the method of Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel on the in order to 
provide ability for variety in interaction portals. Furthermore, it would have been an 
obvious matter to establish communication path that is separate from a data path with 
the drive controller, since such a modification would have involved the mere application 
of a known technique to a piece of prior art. Where a claimed improvement on a device 
or apparatus is no more than "the simple substitution of one known element for another 
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or the mere application of a known technique to a piece of prior art ready for 
improvement," the claim is unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 
USPQ.2d 1509, 1518-19 (BPAI, 2007) (citing KSR v. Teleflex, 127 S.Ct. 1727, 1740, 
82 USPQ2d 1385, 1396 (2007)). Accordingly Applicant claims a combination that only 
unites old elements with no change in the respective functions of those old elements, 
and the combination of those elements yields predictable results; absent evidence that 
the modifications necessary to effect the combination of elements is uniquely 
challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim is unpatentable as 
obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Ex Parte Smith, 83 USPQ.2d at 1518-19 (BPAI, 
2007) (citing KSR, 127 S.Ct. at 1740, 82 USPQ2d at1396. Accordingly, since the 
applicants] have submitted no persuasive evidence that the combination of the above 
elements is uniquely challenging or difficult for one of ordinary skill in the art, the claim 
is unpatentable as obvious under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) because it is no more than the 
predictable use of prior art elements according to their established functions resulting in 
the simple substitution of one known element for another or the mere application of a 
known technique to a piece of prior art ready for improvement. 

Claim 23 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel in view of CD Speed 2000. 

Re claim 22, Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel substantially discloses a system as 
set forth in claim 1 above. Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel does not explicitly disclose 
wherein the drive information further comprises an error rate of the data access drive. 
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CD Speed 2000 discloses the drive information further comprises an error rate of the 
data access drive (See Page 1 which states that errors can be measure with some 
recorders). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify Maffezzoni-HD_Speed-Riedel with the teachings of CD Speed 
2000 and include the error rate of the data access drive with the motivation to provide 
the user with better tools to diagnose a potential data drive problem. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's argument with respect to independent claims 1-10, 13 and 26 are 
unpersuasive. Applicant contends that "[t]he fact that the Genesis software of 
Maffezzoni and the disk software of HD_Speed are both executed on the host computer 
would have led a person of ordinary skill in the art away from the claimed invention." 
The Examiner respectfully disagrees. A computer engineer who wanted to improve 
performance of Maffezzoni and the disk software of HD_Speed would look at all aspects 
of commuting including Active Disk technology as taught by Riedel. To conclude 
otherwise would be to disregard years of advances in technology which have illustrated 
the desire to combine multiple hardware components into one. For example, sound 
cards, video cards, network interface cards, and modem adapters were all originally 
separate computer components that connected to the motherboard of the PC. 
However, as computers became more advanced and smaller, hardware manufactures 
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were able to incorporate all of the aforementioned devices into one motherboard. Thus, 
a computer engineer who wanted to build a faster interface would recognize that placing 
a processor to execute code closer to the hard drive, as taught by Ridel, would be 
beneficial for some tasks especially those that directly involve the hard drive (as taught 
by Maffezzoni and HD_Speed). 



Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BORIS PESIN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
4070. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday except every other 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dennis Chow can be reached on (571 )272-7767. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Boris Pesin/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



/DENNIS-DOON CHOW/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



